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ACTION:  Advance  Notice  of  Proposed 
Rulemaking. 

SUMMARY:  The  Coast  Guard  invites 
public  participation  at  the  earliest 
stages  in  the  development  of  regula¬ 
tions  establishing  a  Coast  Guard  Ap¬ 
proval  Program  for  inflatable  personal 
flotation  devices  (PPD’s).  Under  the 
present  Coast  Guard  PFD  regulations, 
PFD's  which  depend  upon  air  com¬ 
partments  or  inflation  for  buoyancy 
may  not  be  Coast  Guard  approved  and 
do  not  satisfy  vessel  carriage  require¬ 
ments.  These  regulations  will  establish 
structural  and  performance  standards 
for  inflatable  PFD’s  and  procedures 
for  granting  Coast  Guard  approval  to 
those  devices  which  meet  these  stand¬ 
ards,  and  will  amend  the  PFD  carriage 
requirements  to  permit  inflatables  as 
well  as  the  presently  approved  inher¬ 
ently  buoyant  types. 

DATES:  Comments  must  be  received 
on  or  before  June  15, 1979. 

ADDRESSES:  Comments  should  be 
submitted  to  Commandant  (G-CMC/ 
81),  (CGD  78-174),  U.S.  Coast  Guard, 
Washington,  D.C.  20590.  Comments 
will  be  available  for  examination  at 
the  Marine  Safety  Council  (G-CMC/ 
81),  Room  8117,  Department  of  Trans¬ 
portation,  Nassif  Building,  400  Sev¬ 
enth  Street  SW.,  Washington,  D.C. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION 
CONTACT: 

LT  David  N.  Gasch,  Office  of  Mer¬ 
chant  Marine  Safety  (O-M/83), 
Room  8301,  Department  of  Trans¬ 
portation,  Nassif  Building,  400  Sev¬ 
enth  Street  SW.,  Washington,  D.C. 
20590  (202-426-1444). 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMA'nON: 
Interested  persons  are  invited  to 


submit  written  data,  views,  or  argu¬ 
ments.  Written  comments  should  in¬ 
clude  the  docket  number  (CGD-78- 
174),  the  name  and  address  of  the 
person  submitting  the  comments,  and 
the  specific  question  to  which  each 
comment  is  addressed. 

Dratting  Inporjcation 

The  principal  persons  involved  in 
drafting  this  advance  notice  are:  LT 
David  N.  Gasch,  Project  Manager, 
Office  of  Merchant  Marine  Safety, 
and  Ms.  Mary  Ann  McCabe,  Project 
Attorney,  Office  of  the  Chief  Counsel. 

Discussion 

Inflatable  PFD’s  have  been  pre¬ 
cluded  from  Coast  Guard  approval  in 
the  past  because  they  are  much  more 
susceptible  to  total  loss  of  buoyancy 
than  their  inherently  buoyant  coun¬ 
terparts.  Failure  of  the  wearer  to  actu¬ 
ate  the  inflation  mechanism,  malfimc- 
tions  of  the  inflation  mechanism,  or 
loss  of  air  from  the  inflatable  com¬ 
partment  due  to  pimcture  or  structur¬ 
al  failure  can  result  in  the  device 
having  zero  buoyancy  and  being  total¬ 
ly  ineffective. 

Performance  characteristics  and 
construction  of  inflatables  have  im¬ 
proved  significantly  over  the  past  sev¬ 
eral  years.  When  subjected  to  current 
performance  and  design  reliability 
tests,  some  inflatables  have  fared  as 
well  as  or  better  than  the  presently 
approved  inherently  buoyant  types.  In 
addition,  recent  studies  conclude  that 
the  average  recreational  boater  would 
wear  certain  inflatables  more  than  the 
inherently  buoyant  types  because  the 
inflatables  can  be  less  bulky,  more 
comfortable  and  attractive.  This  in¬ 
crease  in  wearability  could  potentially 
decrease  the  annual  number  of  recre¬ 
ational  boating  drownings  which  to- 
taUed  1062  in  1977.  Additionally,  the 
development  of  commercial  subma¬ 
rines  and  novel  craft  (hydrofoil  and 
hovercraft),  which  have  little  or  no 
storage  space,  give  rise  to  a  need  for 
compact,  lightweight  and  reliable 
PFD’s.  For  this  reason  the  Coast 
Guard  is  presently  evaluating  various 
types  of  inflatable  PFD’s  for  possible 
future  approval. 

Factors  To  Be  Considered 

This  advance  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  is  being  issued  to  solicit 


public  comment  and  assistance  in  an¬ 
swering  certain  broad  initial  questions 
relating  to  approach  and  content,  in¬ 
cluding  the  following: 

(1)  Should  any  reliability  in  PFD’s 
be  sacrificed  or  field  enforcement  be 
made  more  difficult,  to  accomplish  an 
increase  in  wearability? 

(2)  Should  only  hybrid  (combined  in¬ 
herent  and  inflatable  bUoyarcy)  de¬ 
vices  be  approved  in  addition  to  those 
presently  approved? 

(3)  Should  additional  PFD’s  be  re¬ 
quired  for  each  person  on  board  to  in¬ 
crease  the  reliability  factor  of  inflata¬ 
bles? 

(4)  What  restrictions  should  be 
placed  on  the  use  of  inflatable  PFD’s 
by  non-swimmers  and  children?  Is  it 
feasible  to  require  an  automatic  infla¬ 
tion  mechanism  for  non-swimmers  and 
children  or  to  prohibit  the  use  of  infla¬ 
tables  altogether  for  these  people? 

(5)  Could  the  average  boater  deter¬ 
mine  if  an  inflatable  PFD  is  in  a  serv¬ 
iceable  condition? 

(6)  Should  the  Coast  Guard  require 
a  qualified  service  facility  to  periodi¬ 
cally  restore  the  device  to  a  servicea¬ 
ble  condition  or  could  the  average 
boater  perform  this  function? 

(7)  Are  inflatable  PFD’s  too  compli¬ 
cated  for  some  people  to  operate  in  an 
emergency  situation? 

(8)  What  characteristics  are  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  proper  operation  of  inflat¬ 
able  PFD’s?  Should  the  Coast  Guard 
require  these  features? 

(9)  Under  what  circumstances  or  on 
what  types  of  vessels  might  inflatable 
PFD’s  be  suitable  for  commercial  use? 

Public  comments  are  requested  on 
the  above  issues  as  well  as  on  any  issue 
related  to  the  subject  matter  of  this 
advance  notice.  Comments  are  encour¬ 
aged  on  the  relative  strengths  and 
weaknesses  of  each  alternative  dis¬ 
cussed.  Suggestions  for  other  alterna¬ 
tives  are  also  encouraged. 

(46  U.S.C.  481.  526e,  1454,  1455;  49  CFR 
1.46(b),  (nXD) 

Dated:  March  7, 1979. 

J.  B.  Hayes, 
Admiral,  V.S.  Coast 
Guard  Commandant 
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